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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
THE REPLY FILED 27 December 2005 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

1. IE The reply was filed after a final rejection, but prior to or on the same day as filing a Notice of Appeal. To avoid abandonment of 

this application, applicant must timely file one of the following replies: (1 ) an amendment, affidavit, or other evidence, which 
places the application in condition for allowance; (2) a Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee) in compliance with 37 CFR 41.31; or 
(3) a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. The reply must be filed within one of thfe 
following time periods: 

a) n The period for reply expires months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) 13 The period for reply expires on: (1 ) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later. In no 

event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

Examiner Note: If box 1 is checked, check either box (a) or (b). ONLY CHECK BOX (b) WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN TWO 

MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 706.07(0. 
Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 .136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1 .136(a) and the appropriate extension fee have 
been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee under 37 
CFR 1.17(a) is calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as set forth in (b) 
above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

2. □ The Notice of Appeal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .37 must be filed within two months of the date 

of filing the Notice of Appeal (37 CFR 4137(a)), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 41 .37(e)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
Since a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41.37(a). 
AMENDMENTS 

3. n The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be entered because 

(a) IZI They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) [I] They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

(c) n They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

appeal; and/or 

(d) n They present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . (See 37 CFR 1.116 and 41, 33(a)). 

4. n The amendments are not In compliance with 37 CFR 1.121. See attached Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment (PTOL-324). 

5. n Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

6. n Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable If submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment canceling 

the non-allowable claim(s). Y^vyy ^ ^Hy) 

7. ^ For purposes of appeal, the proposed ■imLiniliiii,Til(i. ): a) □ will not be entered, or b) ^ will be entered and an explanation of 

how the new or amended claims would be rejected Is provided below or appended. 
The status of the clalm(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Clalm(s) allowed: N/A . 
Clalm(s) objected to: N/A . 
Clalm(s) rejected: 19-33 , 
Clalm(s) withdrawn from consideration: N/A . 
AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER EVIDENCE 

8. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after a final action, but before or on the date of filing a Notice of Appeal will not be entered 

because applicant failed to provide a showing of good and sufficient reasons why the affidavit or other evidence Is necessary 
and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 1.1 16(e). 

9. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after the date of filing a Notice of Appeal, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be 

entered because the affidavit or other evidence failed to overcome all rejections under appeal and/or appellant fails to provide a 
showing a good and sufficient reasons why it Is necessary and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 41.33(d)(1). 

10. □ The affidavit or other evidence Is entered. An explanation of the status of the claims after entry is below or attached. 
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/OTHER 

1 1. 13 The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

See Attachment. 

12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s'). (PTO/SB/08 or PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

13. □ Other: . 
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Advisory Action 

In the remarks, Applicants argue in substance that, (1) Hobbs does not teach or suggest 
that first portion of element (b); (2) Buchanan does not teach or suggest the second portion of 
element (b); and (3) One would not combine Hobbs and Buchanan to build element (b). 

In response to Applicants argument that, (1) Hobbs does not teach or suggest that first 
portion of element (b). The Examiner respectfully submits that the claim language recites, 
"selecting a plurality of user-selected keywords from a user interface" and Hobbs teaches that the 
user cUcks on a Linked Term , which are phrases (keywords) with assigned Argument Symbol, 
for example, AUTOBOTIVE-RELATED INDUSTRY is the phrase and "ARl" is the assigned 
Argument Symbol (see: column 17, lines 17-52, in particular, colunm 17, lines 33-36 and hnes 
52-54). Therefore, it is the user that chcks or selects the keywords or phrases at step 253 and the 
request including the Argument Symbol is passed to CGI application on the Application Server 
(207, Fig. 4) and if the user selected keyword AUTOBOTIVE-RELATED INDUSTRY is hnked 
to three separate Database Server there will be three Argument Symbols (see: column 17, lines 
59-66). This clearly shows that the user selects keywords by cHcking a phrase and meets 
Applicant's claimed limitation. 

In response to Apphcants argument that, (2) Buchanan does not teach or suggest the 
second portion of element (b). The Examiner respectfully submits that the claim language 
recites, "wherein the plurality of keywords are arranged in the user interface in a tier structure 
such that keywords in a first tier are associated to data files that must be loaded into the database 
before data files associated to a second tier are loaded into the database" and Buchanan et al. 
teaches that once a user has defined (48, Fig. 2B) and selected a desired document template (22, 
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Fig. 2A), in particular order, the template is stored on the electronic storage device (20, Fig. 1) 
(see: column 14, lines 5-15). This clearly discloses that the document template (files) is loaded 
into the electronic storage device in a specific order such as a first tier and second tier. In 
addition, the Applicant also argues that there is no teaching of various documents that make up a 
new document template and displayed on the GUI. It is noted that the features upon which 
appUcant relies (i.e., various documents that make up a new document template and displayed on 
the GUI) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Gems, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to Apphcants argument that, (3) One would not combine Hobbs and 
Buchanan to build element (b). The Examiner respectfully submits that estabUshing a prima facie 
case of obviousness is determined on the basis of the evidence as a whole and the relative 
persuasiveness of the arguments. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQ2d 1443, 
1444 (Fed. Cir. 1992); In re Hedges, 783 F,2d 1038, 1039, 228 USPQ 685,686 (Fed. Cir. 1992); 
In re Piasecki, 745 F.2d 1468, 1472, 223 USPQ 785,788 (Fed. Cir. 1984); and In re Rinehart, 
531 F.2d 1048, 1052, 189 USPQ 143,147 (CCPA 1976). Using this standard, the Examiner 
respectfully submits that he has at least satisfied the burden of presenting a prima facie case of 
obviousness, since he has presented evidence of corresponding claim elements in the prior art 
and has expressly articulated the combinations and the motivations for combinations that fairly 
suggest Applicant's claimed invention (see: paper dated 10/27/05). 

In addition, the Examiner recognizes obviousness is not determined by what the 
references expressly state but by what they would reasonably suggest to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art, as supported by decisions in In re DeLisle 406 Fed 1326, 160 USPQ 806; In re KelU 
Terry and Davies 208 USPQ 871; mdin re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1074, 5 USPQ 2d 1596, 1598 
(Fed. Cir. 1988) (citing In reLalu, 747 F.2d 703, 705, 223 USPQ 1257, 1258 (Fed Cir. 1988)). 
Further, it was determined in In re Lamberti et al, 192 USPQ 278 (CCPA) that: 

(i) obviousness does not require absolute predictability; 

(ii) non-preferred embodiments of prior art must also be considered; and 

(iii) the question is not express teaching of references, but what they would suggest . 

Additionally, the Examiner recognizes that references cannot be arbitrarily ahered or 
modified and that there must be some reason why one skilled in the art would be motivated to 
make the proposed modifications. However, although the Examiner agrees that the motivation 
or suggestion to make modifications must be articulated, it is respectfully contended that there is 
no requirement that the motivation to make modifications must be expressly articulated within 
the references themselves . References are evaluated by what they suggest to one versed in the 
art, rather than by their specific disclosures, In re Bozek, 163 USPQ 545 (CCPA 1969). 

As such, it is respectfully submitted that an explanation based on logic and sound 
scientific reasoning of one ordinarily skilled in the art at the time of the invention that support a 
holding of obviousness has been adequately provided by the motivations and reasons indicated 
by the Examiner in the prior Office Action (paper number 6), Ex parte Levengoody 28 USPQ2d 
1300 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter., 4/22/93), 

Furthermore, the motivation to combined the teachings of the Hobbs with Buchanan and 
Edwards references is given on page 6 of the previous Office Action (dated 10/27/05) is 
suggested in a passage from the Hobbs column 6, lines 55-61, "of connecting "linked terms" to 
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database records or templates, thereby saving enormous labor and time cost involved in updating 
a database". 



